Urbanites, smallholders, and the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru  by Haller, Andreas
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Urbanites  appreciate  quality  of life  on  the  new  urban  periphery  of Huancayo.
Smallholders  depend  on  the  lease  of additional  farmland  in  the  Shullcas  Valley.
Smallholders  fear  the  urbanization  of  irrigated  farmland  on  the valley  ﬂoor.
Cognitive  empathy  of  urbanites  toward  periurban  smallholders  exists.
Empathy  should  be  created  and/or  valorized  for  collaborative  planning  processes.
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Given  the  regional  geographic  speciﬁcities  of  Central  Andean  valleys,  the  social  and  environmental  impact
of dispersed  urbanization  on smallholder  farmers  is  particularly  high  in the  new  urban peripheries  of
Peruvian  mountain  cities.  Collaborative  planning  is seen  as promising  approach  to achieve  sustainable
use  of  the  remaining  agricultural  areas.
Cognitive empathy  between  local  stakeholders  in  periurban  areas  of the  Peruvian  Andes—more  pow-
erful  urbanites  and  less  inﬂuential  smallholders—is  a helpful  ingredient  for collaboration  at  eye  level:
but  are  urbanites  empathetic  toward  smallholders  and  their  perceptions  of  urban  expansion?  Using  the
example  of  the  periurban  Shullcas  Valley  near  the  city  of  Huancayo  Metropolitano,  this  empirical  study
reveals:  (1)  the  city  dwellers’  motives  to live  on the new  urban  periphery,  (2) how  urbanites  assess  the
impacts  of urban  growth  on smallholders,  and  (3)  to what  degree  these  assessments  conform  to  the
farmers’  perceptions.
The  results  show  that  urbanites  are  mostly  empathetic  toward  smallholders:  they  clearly  perceive
advantages  and  disadvantages,  especially  the irretrievable  loss  of agricultural  land  on the  valley  ﬂoor.
However,  they  show  little  awareness  of  the  smallholders’  land  tenure  situation  and  their  dependency
on  the  lease  of  additional  farmland.  Consequently  they largely  overestimate  the  advantages  of rising
land  prices  driven  by an  increasing  demand  for lots.  The results  point  to the  need  for  including  periurban
smallholder  farmers  into  urban  planning  and  call  for the creation  and/or  valorization  of cognitive  empathy
in  a preparatory  process  to collaborative  planning—especially  in the  new  urban  peripheries  of  the Central
ublis
Andes.
© 2016  The  Author.  P
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.1. Background and aimsPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, an
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
Unbridled and dispersed growth of urban areas characterizes
any new peripheries of cities across the world and challenges
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169-2046/© 2016 The Author. Published by Elsevier B.V. This is an open access article unhed  by  Elsevier  B.V.  This  is  an open  access  article  under  the  CC  BY  license
(http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
planners and policy makers to handle both risks and opportuni-
ties of the loss of agricultural land in emerging periurban areas
(Allen, 2003; Dematteis, 1998; Simon, 2008; Tacoli, 1998). Despite
being a global concern, periurban growth—and its impact on people
and their environment—is highly dependent on regional geo-
graphic speciﬁcities, that is, the physical geographic setting and
its relation to the mind-shaped cultural geographic frameworkd the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
(human–environment interaction); a fact that becomes particu-
larly evident in mountain regions, where complex relief, high
altitude, and cultural diversity have led to small-structured pat-
terns of land use and land cover that are rapidly changing in
der the CC BY license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).
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 A. Haller / Landscape and Ur
he context of global changes (an overview is given by Borsdorf
t al., 2015). Periurbanization—understood as a process that pro-
uces temporarily or permanently mixed rural–urban land cover
tructures—is both driven by and impacting on human land use of
ifferent stakeholders on new urban peripheries, a constellation
hat evidently causes competition between land use agents.
To plan sustainable land use of remaining agricultural areas in
eriurban interfaces, it is therefore crucial to consider the differ-
nt attitudes and ideas of local people who perceive landscapes
nd shape their environment (Nassauer & Opdam, 2008, p. 634;
or theoretical thoughts on “landscape” and “environment” under-
ying this study see Berque, 2013). This need for consultation
s reﬂected in the ongoing discussions on collaborative planning
Bishop, 2015; Carmona & Schoonraad, 2006; Healey, 1997; on cri-
iques see Tewdwr-Jones & Allmendinger, 1998; Brand & Gafﬁkin,
007; Fischler, 2000). The latter can be seen as a participatory
pproach focused on consensus building in policy making, where
individuals representing differing interests engage in long-term,
ace-to-face discussions, seeking agreement on strategy, plans,
olicies, or actions” (Innes & Booher, 1999, p. 11), with the aim
to improve the quality of their places” (Healey, 1997, p. xi).
o achieve this goal, valuable efforts have been made on devel-
ping and testing citizen-inclusive social learning formats (e.g.
ocus groups or workshops) and knowledge-based information or
ommunication tools (e.g. landscape visualizations or community-
ased GIS) for enabling laypeople to effectively interact with
xperts (e.g. Albert, 2013; Brown & Raymond, 2014; La Rosa,
orz, König, & Fürst, 2014; McCall, 2003; Orland, 2015; moun-
ain case studies include Atzmanstorfer, Resl, Eitzinger, & Izurieta,
014; Peris, Acebillo-Baqué, & Calabuig, 2011; Malek & Boerboom,
015; Zanon & Geneletti, 2011). Research has concentrated on
ethods and techniques for improving communication between
lanners or policy makers (“experts”) and all other stakeholders
“laypeople”). However, if consensus building between all parties
s considered a key for sustainable development of regionally spe-
iﬁc landscapes—such as new urban peripheries in mountains—,
hen it can be useful to pay particular attention to the relationship
etween laypeople with conﬂicting interests and uneven degrees
f power and inﬂuence.
From the perspective of social exchange theories (Cook & Rice,
006), people are supposed to be selﬁsh, conducting some sort of
ubjective cost–beneﬁt analysis to make decisions for their own
eneﬁt (reminiscent of rational choice theory). Yet following the
mpathy–altruism hypothesis of Batson et al. (1991), empathy
akes people help others even if they incur a cost by doing so
Sanderson, 2009, p. 481); an opinion shared by French philoso-
her and Nobel laureate Albert Camus, who showed “optimism and
aith in the ability of human beings to struggle for a just world in
heir everyday lives out of a sense of cooperation and empathy”
Sagi, 2002, p. 46). At least two different types of Einfühlung or
mpathy—an English translation of the German term introduced
y British psychologist Edward B. Titchener in 1909 (Wispé, 1987,
. 20–21)—can be deﬁned. Simply put, emotional empathy refers to
he ability to share the emotions of others (Stephan & Finlay, 1999),
hile cognitive empathy means the ability to understand the oth-
rs’ points of view and thus is “the extent to which we perceive or
ave evidence that we have successfully guessed someone else’s
houghts and feelings” (Hodges & Myers, 2007, p. 297). The latter
ype is a potentially helpful but often underestimated ingredient
or collaboration at eye-level in urban planning.
For new urban peripheries in mountain valleys and basins of
he Central Andes are places where Incan worldviews (Julien,Please cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, a
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
010) merge or clash with globalized Weltanschauungen, these
ural–urban interfaces seem especially interesting for investigat-
ng cognitive empathy between land use competitors. Given the
ndigenous cultural heritage (Borsdorf & Stadel, 2015; Gade, 1999; PRESS
lanning xxx (2016) xxx–xxx
Sarmiento, 2013), rapid development of urban areas in the Andes
(e.g. Álvarez-Berríos et al., 2013; Córdova Aguilar, 2000 provides
a detailed analysis of Peru), and the sociospatially and environ-
mentally fragmented character of globalizing Latin American cities
(Borsdorf, 2003; Inostroza, Baur, & Csaplovics, 2013; Klaufus, 2013;
Roberts, 2003), the limited space on mountain valley and basin
ﬂoors is increasingly contested between urbanites in search for
quality of life, and periurban smallholders, who  lease (additional)
farmland to cope with their daily struggles for a livelihood. Stadel
(2008, p. 25, adapted by the author) summarizes potential nega-
tive impacts of urban growth on Central Andean agriculture: (1)
speculation with agricultural land because of expected expansion
of urban land use; (2) conversion of agricultural land to residential
areas, transportation infrastructures, shopping centers, industrial
parks or recreation complexes; and (3) intensiﬁcation of market-
oriented agriculture in the face of growing demand. Empathy-based
collaborative planning of remaining agricultural areas could be a
solution to these periurban problems.
Hence, the central research question is whether urbanites living
in the new neighborhoods on the outskirts are empathetic toward
the periurban smallholders and their perceptions—advantages
(beneﬁts) and disadvantages (negative effects)—of urban expan-
sion. Using a case in point, the study aims: (1) to reveal the
urbanites’ motives to live on the new urban periphery; (2) to hypo-
thetically ask how city dwellers would assess pros and cons of
urban growth if they were smallholder farmers; (3) to compare
and contrast these perceptions with smallholders’ attitudes; and
(4) to assess the degree of cognitive empathy.
1.2. Study area
To answer the central research question and to reach the
mentioned aims, the new urban periphery of Huancayo Metropoli-
tano has been selected—a Peruvian intermediate city of currently
425,000 inhabitants distributed over seven districts of the Province
of Huancayo in the Junín Region (Haller & Borsdorf, 2013, p. 553;
Instituto Nacional de Estadística e Informática, 2009). Located in
the agriculturally favorable quechua altitudinal zone (up to 3500 m
asl; Pulgar Vidal, 1996; Zimmerer & Bell, 2013 provide an exam-
ination of this altitudinal model), at approximately 3260 m asl in
the valleys of the Mantaro River and its tributaries Shullcas and
Cunas (12◦4′5′′ southern latitude and 75◦12′36′′ western longi-
tude), Huancayo not only functions as the region’s capital, but also
represents the social and economic center of the Central Peru-
vian Andes. The migration-driven increase in population, which
has doubled in the last 35 years (Haller & Borsdorf, 2013; Instituto
Nacional de Estadística e Informática, 1981; Instituto Nacional de
Estadística e Informática, 2009), drove the peripheral expansion of
urban land by +45% between 1988 and 2008 (Haller, 2012).
In its latest version, the urban development plan of Huan-
cayo (Plan de Desarrollo Urbano de Huancayo 2015–2025)  already
acknowledges the need for protecting “ecological and agricul-
tural” areas by regulating land use (Gerencia de Desarrollo Urbano
Ambiental, 2015, p. 11). Yet the same document does not explic-
itly list agricultural communities or smallholders among the
social actors of urban development (only the irrigation councils
and the regional governments’ administration of agriculture are
included)—while it does consider for example real estate devel-
opers, universities, and even religious institutions (Gerencia de
Desarrollo Urbano Ambiental, 2015, p. 119). This seems a major
omission in the inclusion of stakeholders in the protection of peri-
urban agricultural land.nd the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
The same is true for the so-called Planes de Desarrollo Concertado
(jointly agreed development plans), which exist in each of the nine
provinces of the Junín Region. As shown by Miguel Miguel (2015)
they do not satisfactorily consider the goals of sustainable develop-
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ent as outlined in the Agenda 21 and thus do not really represent
 solution to the problems of land use on the new urban periph-
ries. According to the provincial development plan 2013–2021 of
uancayo, for instance, effective planning instruments to prevent
nappropriate occupation and use of land are even entirely lacking
Sub Gerencia de Planes y Oﬁcina de Programación de Inversiones,
013, p. 209–210).
Given the aims of the present study, a focus on the peripheral
eighborhood of San Carlos (Figs. 1 and 2)—which has expanded
ver agricultural land in the Shullcas Valley in recent decades—is
articularly useful, for this is the emerging middle class’ preferred
rea of residence (Haller & Borsdorf, 2013). Within or adjacent to
he new urban periphery of San Carlos, smallholders still cultivate
he remaining agricultural areas. These farmers own  very few—and
ease additional—land in the quechua altitudinal zone; a fact indi-
ated by ofﬁcial data of the fourth Peruvian National Agricultural
ensus (Instituto Nacional de Estadística e Informática, 2012). On
he one hand, 99% of individual agricultural holdings in the quechua
one of the District of Huancayo own some land. Yet, on the other
and, only 65% (48 ha) of agricultural land in this part is owned by
hose who cultivate it (propietarios), while the other 35% are in the
ossession of nonagrarian land owners. Moreover, 46% (22 ha) of
he farmer-owned agricultural areas in Huancayo’s quechua zone
re made up by smallholdings with less than 0.5 ha. Further, only
6.5% (8 ha) belong to propietarios with a land title effectively reg-
stered in public records (con título inscrito en registros públicos).
To generate monetary income, agriculturalist families produce
rops of high market demand in the zone below 3500 m asl, mostly
otatoes (Solanum tuberosum), maize (Zea mays), broad beans (Vicia
aba), or artichokes (Cynara cardunculus). This is also the area with
he most intense urbanization pressure: in view of the high demand
or lots by urbanites, large (nonagrarian) land owners prefer to
ell their properties for development, which is negatively per-
eived by smallholder farmers. They fear to lose opportunities to
ease irrigated and fertile alluvial soils in the quechua altitudinal
one, and feel forced to either ﬁnd urban-based jobs or to adapt
griculture to the colder and unirrigated—but state-owned and
ommunity-managed—high-altitude zones of the suni (steep slopes
t 3500–4000 m asl) and puna (high plains above 4000 m asl) sur-
ounding the city (Haller, 2014; Haller & Einsiedler, 2015).
. Methods
For reasons of urban genesis, the neighborhood of San Carlos
s divided into two subareas (Fig. 2): (1) an older part—“Lower
an Carlos”—adjacent to the city center of Huancayo and arranged
round the square Parque Túpac; and (2) a younger, more distant
rea of expansion (“Upper San Carlos” or San Antonio) surrounding
arque Grau. This division is reﬂected by the sampling design of the
tudy and allows for potential central–peripheral variations within
he interview results.
.1. Sampling selections
As the neighborhood’s recent population numbers—and thus the
arget population’s statistical elements—are not known, the strat-
gy of nonprobability quota sampling (Daniel, 2012, pp. 105–107;
nferences to a larger population cannot be made) was  applied to
hoose interviewees. A predeﬁned number of persons within the
tudy area was purposively selected according to a reasoned quota
lan. Given the extent of the study area (circa 3000 m × 700 m)  andPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, an
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
he time on hand for ﬁeld work (one month; February 2015), a
ample size of 70 persons (older than 14 years; gender and place
f residence as variables of interest) was planned. This number
hould be distributed between (1) women and men, according to PRESS
lanning xxx (2016) xxx–xxx 3
Huancayo Metropolitano’s general population characteristics illus-
trated by Haller and Borsdorf (2013) and (2) Lower and Upper San
Carlos. Subgroups of 17 male interviewees and 18 female partici-
pants were speciﬁed for both parts of the neighborhood.
2.2. Interview design
Each interview lasted up to 15 min, was conducted in Spanish,
and audio-recorded.
First, potential interviewees were asked whether their place of
residence is in the area of Lower or Upper San Carlos and, if neces-
sary, for their age. Then, after giving some introductory information
on the research, interviews consisted of two  structured but open
questions exclusively asked by the author. On the one hand, the
relatively few questions resulted in a very low number of non-
cooperative potential interviewees; on the other hand, the open
questions permitted talkative urbanites to recall more about the
past and present of their neighborhood—much beyond the focus of
study. The two questions were:
(1) “From your point of view, why do so many people now prefer
to construct or buy houses or apartments in the area of San
Carlos?”; and
(2) “If you were a smallholder cultivating land near San Carlos, for
example in Un˜as or Vilcacoto, how would San Carlos’ urban
growth beneﬁt and negatively affect your living?”
After that, the interviewees were again asked to take a small-
holder’s perspective for assessing whether their total evaluation of
urban growth would be positive, neutral or negative.
2.3. Data analysis
All records were transcribed according to the spelling rules
of the Real Academia Espan˜ola (Real Academia Espan˜ola, 2010),
excluding both the interviewer’s questions and information on
paralanguage. Next, transcripts were analyzed following the quali-
tative content analysis applied by Haller (2014), which is based on
thoughts from Hällgren Graneheim and Lundmann (2004), Elo and
Kyngäs (2008), and Schreier (2012). Answers to the ﬁrst question
were segmented (division of the material into sentences or clauses,
the original meaning units), condensed (simpliﬁcation of each
meaning unit), and abstracted (grouping of thematically similar
condensed meaning units) to inductively build categories (Table 1).
Responses to the second question—already predeﬁned as advan-
tages or disadvantages (the main categories)—were ﬁrst segmented
and condensed. Condensed meaning units could then be checked
against subcategories from Haller (2014), based on smallholders’
perceptions from Huancayo. The condensed meaning units were
then assigned to one of these preexisting subcategories (deduc-
tive processing). Finally, all subcategories of each urban participant
were interpreted, compared and contrasted with the smallholders’
perceptions for assessing the degree of cognitive empathy.
3. Results
3.1. Locational advantages for urbanites
Exactly 169 locational advantages of San Carlos were mentioned
by 70 interviewees—the quota plan is fulﬁlled—and can be grouped
into 14 categories, of which eight appear across all groups of inter-d the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
est (Table 2). By far the most often (48 times) highlighted advantage
of San Carlos is safety: independently of subarea or gender,
inhabitants feel that San Carlos is a neighborhood with less delin-
quency, where one can calmly walk around even after midnight—a
ARTICLE IN PRESSG ModelLAND-2910; No. of Pages 11
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Fig. 1. Settlement patterns in the new urban periphery of San Carlos in the lower Shullcas Valley, Huancayo. The view is toward the south.
F y. Alt
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big. 2. Huancayo Metropolitano’s new urban periphery in the lower Shullcas Valle
above 4000 m asl) are indicated. Map  created on the basis of 2008 Landsat 5 TM imPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, a
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
act largely attributed to private watchmen and, in part, police
resence. San Carlos’ inhabitants particularly appreciate the neigh-
orhoods centrality (17 times), for both the city center—with publicitudinal belts of the quechua (up to 3500 m asl), suni (3500–4000 m asl), and puna
2011 Aster GDEM data, and direct ﬁeld observations from 2015.nd the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
institutions and shopping malls—and rural recreation areas are
relatively close. In addition, many private education centers (espe-
cially universities) are located in San Carlos and perceived as a plus
ARTICLE IN PRESSG ModelLAND-2910; No. of Pages 11
A. Haller / Landscape and Urban Planning xxx (2016) xxx–xxx 5
Table  1
The categorization workﬂow by step (1 denotes the ﬁrst task), process and result.
Step Process Aim Result Explanation Example
1 Segmentation Division of the material into
sentences or clauses
Original meaning unit The transcribed interview
results are divided into
analyzable units
“You know, San Carlos is a
tranquil place, without
delinquency, where you can
park your car outside all night
long.”
2  Condensation Simpliﬁcation of each original
meaning unit
Condensed meaning unit The length of the original
meaning units is reduced while
maintaining the meaning
San Carlos is a tranquil place
without delinquency.
3  Abstraction Grouping of thematically
similar condensed meaning
units
Category Abstracted categories are
created
Safe neighborhood
Source: adapted from Haller (2014).
Table 2
Frequency of locational advantages of San Carlos mentioned by urbanites from Lower San Carlos (17 men, 19 women) and Upper San Carlos (17 men, 17 women).
ID Locational advantage Lower San Carlos Upper San Carlos Sum
Male Female Male Female
a Residential zone 6 1 3 3 13
b  Central location 7 3 5 2 17
c  Safe neighborhood 12 14 11 11 48
d  Excellent universities 5 2 4 5 16
e  Clean environment 3 1 4 3 11
f  Economic opportunities 0 2 0 4 6
g  Tidy public space 4 2 4 2 12
h  Many green areas 0 1 4 1 6
i  Less population 1 0 0 1 2
j  Attractive lots 1 1 4 0 6
k  Educated inhabitants 4 5 1 2 12
l  Beautiful real estates 1 6 2 1 10
(
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lm  Functioning hard infrastructure 0 
n  Prestigious address 1 
Sum  45 
16 times). Other advantages mentioned across all groups are the
redominating residential land use (13 times), mostly by educated
eople (12 times), which results in a tidier public space (12 times), a
leaner environment (11 times) and a more beautiful built environ-
ent (10 times). In sum, these eight advantages (IDs a, b, c, d, e, g, k
nd l) represent perceptions that strongly inﬂuence the movement
f urbanites to Huancayo’s new urban periphery, as 57% of the cre-
ted categories make up 82% of the number of perceived locational
dvantages; to a certain degree, central–peripheral variations can
e detected for IDs k (“educated inhabitants”) and l (“beautiful real
states”), which dominate in Lower San Carlos, as well as IDs h
“many green areas”) and j (“attractive lots”), which seem to pre-
ail in Upper San Carlos. Hence, the perceived characteristics go
ogether with the brand names of local real estate projects, which
re reminiscent of social and environmental amenities (Haller &
orsdorf, 2013).
.2. Urban growth impacts on smallholders
The results show that urbanites actively perceive—without
nowing the farmers’ responses—13 of 20 possible impacts of urban
rowth on smallholders (Table 3). Within this group, seven impacts
ere mentioned by more than 10 interviewees. By far the most
ften perceived impact is C (“causes the loss of agricultural land”),
hich is mentioned 55 times, followed by G (“increases outmi-
ration of smallholders”) and O (“contributes to the valorization
f lots”), which come up 24 and 22 times respectively. The list ofPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, an
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
he most cited impacts perceived by urbanites—if they were small-
older farmers—is completed by A (“creates new opportunities for
ommerce,” 19 times), P (“forces people to cultivate high-altitude
and,” 12 times), E (“results in contamination of land and water,”2 3 1 6
2 0 1 4
42 45 37 169
11 times), and N (“affects subsistence, food and income security,”
11 times).
No differences emerged between city dwellers from Lower and
Upper San Carlos, for interviewees in both areas name 88 impacts;
with respect to gender differences, however, women from Lower
San Carlos mention comparatively more impacts (50) than their
male counterparts (38). In Upper San Carlos both groups cite almost
the same number of urbanization impacts. This tendency can also
be found within many of the single impacts; exceptions are the
increasing outmigration of smallholders (G; perceived more by
female urbanites), and the contribution to the valorization of lots
(O), which, in the case of Upper San Carlos, was  mentioned much
more by male respondents (in a ratio of 10:1).
When comparing the urbanites’ results with the smallholders’
responses (Haller, 2014)—expressed as a percentage—interesting
variations can be detected (Fig. 3). The interviewed city dwellers
perceive the four principal impacts C, G, O and A much more
often than their agrarian counterparts. The following impacts P,
E and N, in turn, are comparatively less mentioned. The differ-
ence between the respective impacts’ share of the total number
of effects as mentioned by urbanites and smallholders can then be
compared and illustrated in a radar chart (Fig. 4). It reveals that
negative differences (urbanites’ value below smallholder percent-
age) indicate the city dwellers’ underestimate of an impact named
by agriculturalists; these effects are found inside the inner circle.
The overestimated impacts are located outside the inner circle. The
closer an ID (A–T) is to the inner circle, the more the percent-
ages coincide—a situation that can be interpreted as an indicatord the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
of cognitive empathy.
Where percentages clearly deviate from each other (in par-
ticular identiﬁers C, G and O, and in part J; see Fig. 4), the
results’ interpretation must consider both differentiations between
ARTICLE IN PRESSG ModelLAND-2910; No. of Pages 11
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Table 3
Advantages (+) and disadvantages (−) of urbanization for periurban smallholders as perceived by urbanites from Lower San Carlos (17 men, 19 women) and Upper San Carlos
(17  men, 17 women).
ID Subcategory Lower San Carlos Upper San Carlos Sum
Male Female Male Female
A Creates new opportunities for commerce (+) 5 3 3 8 19
B  Leads to the arrival of evil-living people (−) 0 0 0 0 0
C  Causes the loss of agricultural land (−) 12 16 12 15 55
D  Drives the destruction of wood and shrubland (−) 0 1 1 0 2
E  Results in contamination of land and water (−) 3 2 4 2 11
F  Seduces smallholders into selling lots (−) 2 1 2 0 5
G  Increases outmigration of smallholders (−) 3 8 4 9 24
H  Conducts to a better water management (+) 1 2 1 1 5
I  Raises inmigration of uneducated people (−) 0 0 0 0 0
J  Entails the improvement of transport (+) 1 2 1 1 5
K  Boosts delinquency and drug abuse (−) 0 0 0 0 0
L  Generates egoism and competition (−) 0 0 0 0 0
M  Impairs the smallholders’ health situation (−) 0 0 0 0 0
N  Affects subsistence, food and income security (−) 4 3 1 3 11
O  Contributes to the valorization of lots (+) 4 7 10 1 22
P  Forces people to cultivate high-altitude land (−) 3 5 2 2 12
Q  Induces air pollution in the village (−) 0 0 2 2 4
R  Necessitates the use of fertilizers (−) 0 0 0 1 1
S  Brings communication technology (+) 0 0 0 0 0
T  Produces biological resources scarcity and loss (−) 0 0 0 0 0
Sum  38 50 43 45 176
Fig. 3. Urbanization advantages and disadvantages for smallholders (IDs A–T); indicating their share of the total number of impacts mentioned by urbanites (n = 176)
and  smallholders themselves (n = 214). Explanation: (A) “Creates new opportunities for commerce”; (B) “Leads to the arrival of evil-living people”; (C) “Causes the loss of
agricultural land”; (D) “Drives the destruction of wood and shrubland”; (E) “Results in contamination of land and water”; (F) “Seduces smallholders into selling lots”; (G)
“Increases outmigration of smallholders”; (H) “Conducts to a better water management”; (I) “Raises inmigration of uneducated people”; (J) “Entails the improvement of
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Necessitates the use of fertilizers”; (S) “Brings communication technology”; (T) “Pr
verestimate/underestimate and advantage/disadvantage: while
verestimated disadvantages should not represent a challenge to
uture collaborative planning—it even might be the best condi-Please cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, a
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
ion to reduce negative urbanization impacts for smallholders—,
learly overestimated advantages incur the danger of reinforcing
urrent trends of unbridled settlement expansion. Identiﬁers Ctition”; (M) “Impairs the smallholders’ health situation”; (N) “Affects subsistence,
ple to cultivate high-altitude land”; (Q) “Induces air pollution in the village”; (R)
s biological resources scarcity and loss”.
(“causes the loss of agricultural land”) and G (“increases outmi-
gration of smallholders”) are evidently overvalued, that is, these
negative impacts are—in relative terms—more widely perceivednd the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
among urbanites than within the farmers’ group. Both disad-
vantages, however, are linked with identiﬁer O (“contributes to
the valorization of lots”)—an advantage primarily perceived by
ARTICLE IN PRESSG ModelLAND-2910; No. of Pages 11
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Fig. 4. Urbanites’ overestimate (positive values) or underestimate (negative values) of advantages or disadvantages perceived by smallholders. Explanation: (A) “Creates new
opportunities for commerce”; (B) “Leads to the arrival of evil-living people”; (C) “Causes the loss of agricultural land”; (D) “Drives the destruction of wood and shrubland”;
(E)  “Results in contamination of land and water”; (F) “Seduces smallholders into selling lots”; (G) “Increases outmigration of smallholders”; (H) “Conducts to a better water
management”; (I) “Raises inmigration of uneducated people”; (J) “Entails the improvement of transport”; (K) “Boosts delinquency and drug abuse”; (L) “Generates egoism
and  competition”; (M)  “Impairs the smallholders’ health situation”; (N) “Affects subsistence, food and income security”; (O) “Contributes to the valorization of lots”; (P)
“Forces  people to cultivate high-altitude land”; (Q) “Induces air pollution in the village”; (R) “Necessitates the use of fertilizers”; (S) “Brings communication technology”; (T)
“
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rbanites and seldom mentioned by people from Un˜as and Vilca-
oto. Although no major underestimate of impacts can be found,
dvantage J (“entails the improvement of transport”) is relatively
ess recognized by city dwellers. In sum, the majority of impacts (15
ut of 20) perceived by smallholders is underestimated by urban-
tes (includes those not even recognized: B, I, K, L, M,  S, and T). The
emaining impacts (one quarter) are overestimated.
In sum, a majority of interviewed urbanites (32 persons) thinks
hat urban growth presents a rather negative process for smallhold-
rs, while 18 consider it to be neutral. The remaining 20 persons
eel that advantages prevail—a tendency found in both Lower (9
ositive, 11 neutral, 15 negative) and Upper San Carlos (11 posi-
ive, 7 neutral, 17 negative). Many urbanites, however, also pointPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, an
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
ut that much depends on whether agriculturalists adopt an urban
ay of living or insist on living traditionally.4. Discussion
4.1. Locational advantages and impacts of urban growth
Can locational advantages perceived by urbanites (Table 2)—in
total or in part—be directly ascribed to negative impacts of urban-
ization mentioned by smallholders (Table 4)? In the case of ID C,
which refers to the urbanization-driven loss of agricultural land,
there is a clear nexus to locational advantages, ﬁrst of all to those
related to the built-environment. There is a desire for living in a
tranquil and safe residential zone—one without much commercial
land use, yet situated next to the city’s shopping mall—, in the mid-
dle of beautiful real estates, inhabited by educated people who  sendd the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
their children to one of the private schools or universities of San
Carlos. This desire increasingly drives the real estate business and
results in the construction of single-family houses, terraced houses,
and apartment towers by private individuals or professional devel-
ARTICLE IN PRESSG ModelLAND-2910; No. of Pages 11
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Table 4
Advantages (+) and disadvantages (−) of urbanization perceived by periurban smallholders from Un˜as (17 men, 20 women) and Vilcacoto (16 men, 18 women).
ID Subcategory Un˜as Vilcacoto Sum
Male Female Male Female
A Creates new opportunities for commerce (+) 3 5 3 6 17
B  Leads to the arrival of evil-living people (−) 2 2 2 2 8
C  Causes the loss of agricultural land (−) 9 15 9 7 40
D  Drives the destruction of wood and shrubland (−) 3 1 2 2 8
E  Results in contamination of land and water (−) 1 4 3 8 16
F  Seduces smallholders into selling lots (−) 1 6 4 0 11
G  Increases outmigration of smallholders (−) 3 3 2 1 9
H  Conducts to a better water management (+) 4 1 2 1 8
I  Raises inmigration of uneducated people (−) 0 3 2 3 8
J  Entails the improvement of transport (+) 6 6 4 5 21
K  Boosts delinquency and drug abuse (−) 3 1 1 4 9
L  Generates egoism and competition (−) 2 0 0 1 3
M  Impairs the smallholders’ health situation (−) 0 0 0 2 2
N  Affects subsistence, food and income security (−) 3 9 2 1 15
O  Contributes to the valorization of lots (+) 0 0 2 1 3
P  Forces people to cultivate high-altitude land (−) 6 12 3 0 21
Q  Induces air pollution in the village (−) 0 0 0 2 2
R  Necessitates the use of fertilizers (−) 3 0 0 2 5
S  Brings communication technology (+) 1 0 3 1 5
T  Produces biological resources scarcity and loss (−) 1 0 2 0 3
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pers (Haller & Borsdorf, 2013; Klaufus, 2013). This interpretation
s supported by the opinion of a middle-aged male interviewee who
uns a private kindergarten in Lower San Carlos:
“Traditionally, San Carlos is a residential zone; people here are
more educated and moneyed. Moreover, schools and shopping
centers are located in or next to the neighborhood. Altogether,
this brings economic opportunities, the more such people live
or work in San Carlos, the better the business is. Somehow, this
is all interlinked!”
However, rising population numbers and growing urban areas
ften reduce the perceived advantages of a tidy public space, clean
nvironment, or the availability of attractive lots amid many green
reas. The movement of middle-class people to the periphery, in
earch of quality of life, clearly alters the new peripheral landscape
hat attracted them in the ﬁrst place—and leads to a “landscape
f paradox” sensu Cadieux and Taylor (2013). These changes are
eﬂected in the negative impacts perceived by smallholders in Un˜as
nd Vilcacoto, who, apart from decreasing opportunities to lease
dditional land, lament the growing contamination of environmen-
al resources (ID E). Both disadvantages—in combination with the
ull to sell their own small parcels of land (ID F)— make them worry
bout subsistence, food and income security (ID N), and thus drive
and use adaptation at high altitudes (ID P; e.g. cultivation of highly
ater-demanding eucalyptus or range burning for cattle and sheep
razing) in the community-managed suni and puna of the city’s
interland (Haller & Einsiedler, 2015, p. 19).
In sum it can be stated that those disadvantages most often
entioned by people from Un˜as and Vilcacoto can be clearly put
nto context with locational advantages mentioned by intervie-
ees from Lower and Upper San Carlos. In contrast, some less
ited aspects cannot be linked with the urbanites’ motives to settle
n the new periphery, contradict the locational advantages stated
y city dwellers—principally those related to social issues such as
elinquency—and point to existing differences of thought on urban
eripheries, whose images are rapidly changing in Latin America.Please cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, a
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
.2. Surprising empathy and critical urban planning issues
Bridging these gaps between different laypeople groups in
he periurban Shullcas Valley through “an act of deliberately68 46 49 214
seeking to comprehend the other party’s perspective, with some of
its complexities” (Senbel, 2015, p. 478), is an opportunity to build a
solid basis for future collaborative planning processes, as “trying to
understand the space from a less familiar perspective enhances the
experience of a familiar space and creates the cognitive empathy
required for listening and cooperation in a group process” (Gordon
& Schirra, 2011, p. 180).
Surprisingly, the present results mostly indicate cognitive
empathy (accordance) of urbanites from Lower and Upper San Car-
los toward smallholders from Un˜as and Vilcacoto (Fig. 4). This is
probably due to the strong rural–urban linkages in Andean sec-
ondary cities, which have been highlighted by Goluchowska (2002)
and Stadel (2001). However, the city dwellers’ weights of impacts
C, G, O and—in part—J clearly differ from those of the smallholder
group and, thus, require a more profound interpretation.
The overestimated impact C—“causes the loss of agricultural
land”—might have highly positive effects on the inclusion of small-
holder interests. Inhabitants from Lower and Upper San Carlos
clearly seem to be aware of the problem of urban encroachment
on fertile and irrigated agricultural land: an unbridled process with
irreversible consequences urbanites themselves contribute to. Out-
migration of smallholders (G), by contrast, represents a negative
impact perceived by urbanites that is less apparent among people
from Un˜as and Vilcacoto. Hence, this effect being overestimated
by city dwellers is of less importance for the aim of including
smallholder interests into future collaborative use planning and
therefore considered slightly positive. Regarding differences in the
assessment of urban growth advantages, the underestimate of the
positive effect of urban expansion on the improvement of transport
infrastructure (J) deserves attention. Since urbanites appreciate the
periphery’s “clean environment,” higher frequencies of old public
buses—connecting Vilcacoto to the urban center—could be seen as
a threat to the quality of life (e.g. by causing air pollution or as
daily obstacles for private car trafﬁc). Thus, as this advantage is
of major importance for smallholders, its underestimate by peo-
ple from Lower and Upper San Carlos must be taken as highly
negative. Finally, advantage O (urban growth “contributes to thend the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
valorization of lots”), heavily overestimated by urbanites, is a highly
negative issue and thus a severe challenge for collaborative plan-
ning efforts in the periurban Shullcas Valley. Since many urbanites
are not well-informed about the smallholders’ land tenure situa-
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evelopers.
ion in the quechua zone, they think that rising land prices on the
alley ﬂoor would be an opportunity for smallholders to sell lots
nd to leave the “hard agricultural life” behind. This is illustrated
y the comment of a young woman from Lower San Carlos who
tates:
“All the universities and other institutions are currently looking
for lots in San Carlos! To a certain degree, smallholders can ben-
eﬁt from this development because the price per square meter
has grown from 1 Nuevo Sol [about 0.3 USD in May  2015]—about
12 years ago—to currently 500 USD or even more. Nobody has
expected such a development! Those able to prudently man-
age such quantities of money could indeed proﬁt from urban
growth!”
Yet, as mentioned by Haller (2014), rising land and lease
rices also have disadvantages on periurban smallholder farm-
rs, as they often lease additional, irrigated farmland below
500 m asl for the year-round cultivation of crops of high mar-
et demand; an important strategy to generate monetary income.
s this advantage—hardly perceived among inhabitants from Un˜as
nd Vilcacoto—is one of the most overestimated effects of urban
rowth, creating cognitive empathy regarding problems of land
wnership is a central challenge for making townspeople scrutinize
and probably dismantle) the myth of an advantageous valorization
f lots “owned” by smallholders (Fig. 5).
.3. Prospects for collaborative planningPlease cite this article in press as: Haller, A. Urbanites, smallholders, an
the periurban Shullcas Valley, Peru. Landscape Urban Plan. (2016), http
Regarding the advantages and disadvantages of urban growth in
he lower Shullcas Valley, Huancayo, the results surprisingly sug-
est that urbanites from Lower and Upper San Carlos are largely
ware of the problems perceived by smallholders from Un˜as and PRESS
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Vilcacoto. Some of them even reﬂect on future consequences of
periurban agricultural decline for city dwellers, fear the loss of
green areas and reduced local food production, and call for conser-
vation of the remaining agricultural land. Hence, a very satisfactory
level of cognitive empathy of urbanites toward smallholders can be
attested and prospects for sustainable development in periurban
Huancayo are clearly positive. As an older inhabitant of Upper San
Carlos explains:
“Well, I have known this area since the 1940s! This was  pure
agricultural land—there was  not even one house! [. . .]  As the
city grows, now there is inequality: here, for example, we  have
excellent schools, and these smallholders—just over there—are
forgotten! We  cannot hoard the jewels in the city while these
rural people have nothing in their villages; because we urbanites
eat the food these smallholders produce!”
Yet urban growth is only in part steered by those who inhabit
(or aim at living on) the new urban peripheries. Governments,
state-owned enterprises, and/or privately held companies often
enable or even drive unbridled urban encroachment on the most
fertile agricultural areas. The distinction between these actors in
urban development becomes more and more blurred in times of
neoliberal planning policies (Sager, 2011). On the path toward sus-
tainable development of new urban peripheries, large land owners,
ﬁnancial institutions, and real estate developers—both public and
private—must also be sensitized to these issues and should thus be
included in an empathy-building preparatory process to collabora-
tive planning.
Sustainable planning for the remaining agricultural areas on
new urban peripheries of Central Andean valleys or basins—with
their social and environmental particularities—evidently requires
citizen empowerment and collaboration between all the stakehold-
ers to ensure social inclusion and low-conﬂict coexistence of land
use agents. To start a successful collaborative planning process and
to enable eye-level negotiation of trade-offs and compromises in
these heterogeneous rural–urban interfaces, emphasis should ﬁrst
of all be put on the creation and/or valorization of cognitive empa-
thy between all actors, since a better understanding of the situation
of marginalized groups might result in a collaborative planning pro-
cess less dominated by individual interests of a few economically
and politically powerful people. To build a shared vision—rather
than one-way empathy—practice-oriented approaches have been
developed in such different ﬁelds as conﬂict resolution (Broome,
2009) and participatory design (Sleesvijk Visser & Kouprie, 2008).
Following the latter workshop approach, which could be adapted
to the needs of planning in new urban peripheries, four major
phases are needed: (1) introduction to the problem; (2) introspec-
tion and self-reﬂection; (3) cognitive connection with the others’
experiences; and (4) detachment and repositioning. Once empa-
thy between all stakeholders has been built, compromises on how
to use the remaining agricultural land in rural–urban interfaces
can be found and trade-offs between (1) residential, commercial or
industrial uses and (2) the conservation of arable land, meadows,
pastures, or wood and shrubland can be achieved. Conventional
Euclidean zoning only permits single uses in deﬁned zones and
does not pay attention to the diverse and intertwined character
of periurban land uses in complex social settings. Performance
zoning (Kendig, 1980) might be more appropriate to capitalize on
empathy in collaborative planning in new urban peripheries. Its
greater ﬂexibility would permit a variety of uses by different social
groups in the periurban zone—provided that jointly agreed qual-
ity parameters are met—and helps to avoid polarization betweend the quest for empathy: Prospects for collaborative planning in
://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.landurbplan.2016.04.015
stakeholder interests. Referring to Cools et al. (2002, pp. 224–227),
three major factors must be considered in the application of ﬂex-
ible zoning or parametric governance: (1) clear formulations and
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uaranteed measurability of the quality objectives; (2) no contra-
ictions in quality objectives; and (3) monitoring and controlling
nstruments to promote a successful implementation of the con-
ept (e.g. sanction systems, incentive systems). In addition, regular
daptations to changing endogenous (e.g. inclusion of new stake-
olders) and exogenous conditions (e.g. new laws or governments)
hould be made to keep factors (1) and (2) up to date. Adopting such
n approach could help to bridge the gaps between stakeholders
f different points of view and degrees of power in Peruvian land
anagement (Novoa Goicochea, 2015)—especially in new urban
eripheries of the sierra.
. Conclusion
To ensure low-conﬂict coexistence of different land use agents,
ustainable planning of remaining agricultural land in new urban
eripheries of the Central Andes should not only encourage col-
aboration between experts and laypeople, but also focus on
ognitive empathy between all interest groups (considering both
xpert–laypeople and laypeople–laypeople relations). The creation
nd/or valorization of an improved mutual understanding would
robably facilitate and improve subsequent collaborative plan-
ing procedures in complex rural–urban peripheries. Using the
xample of periurban Huancayo Metropolitano, an intermediate
ountain city in the Peruvian sierra, it could be shown that
he—regarding urbanites and smallholders—necessary attitudinal
onditions are already met. The interviewed urbanites are surpris-
ngly empathetic toward smallholders, who perceive a number of
dvantages and disadvantages of urban growth in the lower Shull-
as Valley. Yet, awareness among city dwellers must be raised
egarding the farmers’ difﬁcult land tenure situation, unclear legal
tatuses, and the smallholders’ dependence on the lease of addi-
ional farmland on the irrigated valley ﬂoor. Last but not least, other
ctors—especially those involved in land regulation and real estate
evelopment—must also be confronted with the local inhabitants’
deas to “improve the quality of their places” (Healey, 1997, p. xi).
f a climate of empathy on this new urban periphery were created,
hen the last dark clouds of exaggerated selﬁshness could clear
way and open up the view on effective collaborative planning in
he periurban Shullcas Valley of Peru.
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